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Remarks 

On October 2, 2008, the office issued an office action ("Office Action") rejecting claims 
1-5, 8-10, 12-16, 18, 20, 26-28 and 33-34 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly anticipated by 
U.S. Patent 6,117,187 ("Staelin"). The Office Action also rejected claims 17, 19 and 25 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly obvious over Staelin in view of U.S. Patent 6,285,986 
("Andrews"). The Office Action also rejected claims 33-34 as allegedly being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter the applicant regards as the 
invention. On February 29, 2009, the applicants submitted a response to the Office Action 
("Response"), which included the above amendments, and indicated that the Examiner had stated 
that the above amendments would overcome the rejections from the Office Action. On May 15, 
2009, the office issued the Notice, which stated that the Response did not distinguish the 
amended or newly added claims from the cited prior art. The Notice requested the applicants to 
address and make of record how the amended and newly added claims overcome the prior art. 
Remarks distinguishing the current claims from the cited art are set forth below. 

With respect to the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102, the applicants note that Staelin does 
not teach or suggest at least the following limitations which are recited in claim 1 : 

wherein each resource corresponds to at least one solution, wherein each solution 
corresponds to at least one need. 

wherein the one or more bundled packages respectively satisfy the at least one specified 
need, 

wherein the one or more bundled packages respectively comprise the set of resources. 
As discussed during the telephonic interview of February 1 9, 2009, Staelin is directed towards a 
method of generating a software package. Staelin describes a system for creating a set of 
instructions that, when executed on a machine, create a predefined end state (column 2, 11. 46-51) 
i.e., a correctly installed application. Even assuming that the software package could be treated 
as a "bundled package," there is no disclosure that the software package of Staelin meets the 
requirement that "one or more bundled packages respectively satisfy the at least one specified 
need." Staelin also fails to disclose receiving "a set of resources, wherein each resource 
corresponds to at least one solution, wherein each solution corresponds to at least one need." As 
recited in claim 1, resources may correspond to a plurality of solutions, and solutions may 
correspond to a plurality of needs. This configuration permits more than one pre-defined end 
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state to exist based the possibility that multiple bundle packages may be generated in view of the 
comparision of the set of resources to the bundle patterns. 

With respect to Andrews, that reference is directed to a method of interactive, automated 
registration, negotiation and marketing for combining products and services from one or more 
vendors. In the Office Action, Andrews was cited as suggesting rating bundle packages, and 
associating bundle patterns with pricing and discount data. Office Action at 7-8. The applicants 
submit that Andrews does not teach or suggest (and was not asserted to teach or suggest) 
modifying the system of Staelin to permit more than one pre-defined end state to exist based the 
possibility that multiple bundle packages may be generated in view of the comparision of the set 
of resources to the bundle patterns. Accordingly, further citation to Andrews cannot remedy the 
deficiencies of Staelin noted above. 

With respect to the new claims, the applicants note that both new claims 68 and 69 
include limitations which permit multiple end states to exist based on the possibility that multiple 
bundle packages may be generated in view of the comparison of the set of resources to the 
bundle patterns. For example, clauses (d) and (e) of claim 68 read as follows: 

(d) compare the at least one raw package to at least one bundle pattern, 
wherein each bundle pattern comprises at least one resource and at least 
one anchor; 

(e) generate one or more bundle packages that respectively comprise one or 
more of the bundled patterns, wherein the one or more bundle packages 
satisfy the at least one need, wherein the one one or more bundle packages 
respectively comprise the set of resources from the respective at least one 
raw package. 

Similarly, clause (b) from claim 69 recites: 

(b) a bundling module operable to: 

(i) compare the at least one raw package generated by the raw 
packaging module to a set of bundle patterns, 

(ii) generate one or more bundled packages based on the comparison 
of the at least one raw package to the set of bundle patterns, 
wherein the one or more bundled packages respectively satisfy the 
need to be addressed. 

Accordingly, the new claims are patentable over Staelin, Andrews, or the combination of the 
two, for at least the reasons set forth above. 
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With respect to the rejections of claims 33-34 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, as those claims 
have been canceled, the rejections of those claims are now moot. 

The applicants submit that no new matter is introduced by the amendments, and submit 
that support for those amendments can be found in the claims, specification and drawings as 
originally filed. The applicants note that the amendments and arguments set forth above are 
intended to expedite an agreement with the Examiner, and are not intended to be read as 
concessions that the original claims in their unamended form were properly rejected. Indeed, the 
applicants specifically reserve the right to present additional arguments against the rejections, 
and to pursue the originally filed claims either by reissue, continuation, or other means. 

In light of the above, the applicants submit that all claims are in condition for allowance, 
and that the request to make of record reasons why the amended and newly added claims 
overcome the cited prior art has been fulfilled. 

The Commissioner for Patents is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency, including 
any fees required for an extension of time not already paid for or any other required fees not 
already paid for, or to credit any overpayment of fees, to Frost Brown Todd LLC Deposit 
Account No. 06-2226. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/William Morriss/ 

William Morriss (Reg. No. 60,477) 

FROST BROWN TODD LLC 

2200 PNC Center 

201 East Fifth Street 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

(513)651-6915 

wmorriss@fbtlaw.com 
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